National Parks Conservation Association®
Protecting Our National Parks for Future Generations®

May 20, 2010

VIA EMAIL AND US MAIL

Gina McCarthy, Assistant Administrator
Office of Air and Radiation

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

RE: Promulgation of Regional Haze Rulemakings
Dear Assistant Administrator McCarthy,

January 15, 2011 marks the date by which EPA is required to promulgate a final Regional Haze
Federal Implementation Plans (FIP) for each state that does not by then have a fully approved Regional
Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP). 74 Fed. Reg. 2392 (January 15, 2009). We understand that, to
date, no proposed Regional Haze FIP or SIP has been posted in the Federal Register for public
comment, and that a significant number of states have yet to submit a proposed SIP for EPA review.
Because EPA told states that their SIP submissions needed to be provided by January of this year to
ensure final promulgation by January 15, 2011, it is now clear that EPA must soon issue draft FIPs to
meet the January 15, 2011 deadline. With this impending deadline in mind, we are writing you with
three specific requests.

First, we ask that you only approve SIPs or promulgate FIPs that provide the full degree of
visibility protection for Class I areas as required by law. We offer seven recommendations that will
help ensure this outcome. These recommendations do not address all of the requirements for an
adequate Regional Haze plan, but are meant to highlight some key issues of concern that have come to
our attention. Second, we are requesting your response to four questions that will allow us to
determine how EPA intends to meet the January 15, 2011 deadline. Finally, we request a meeting with
your office to discuss the issues contained herein.

Recommendations for Regional Haze SIPs/FIPs

Every year, millions of visitors to our national parks and wilderness areas experience views that
are obscured by preventable pollution. The pollution that impairs a viewer’s ability to see long
distances, color and geologic formation at these national treasures also harms people, wildlife and our
ecosystems by degrading air quality.

Through the 1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act Congress created the national goal of
preventing any future, and eliminating any existing impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I areas
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when impairment results from manmade air pollution. This goal is addressed in the 1999 Regional
Haze program, which, among other things, requires reductions in sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and
particulate matter from existing outdated coal-fired power plants and other large industrial air polluters
that affect Class I areas. The Regional Haze program requires federally enforceable plans to reduce and
ultimately eliminate air pollution that impairs visibility in Class I areas, in part by compelling the
installation of “best available retrofit technology” (BART) for certain major stationary sources of
pollution built before 1977.

To protect and restore air quality in our country’s iconic wild spaces, the Regional Haze BART
program provides an unparalleled opportunity to curb haze-causing emissions from some of the
nation’s oldest and most-polluting facilities. We encourage EPA to recognize the mandates bestowing
responsibility upon Federal Land Managers to protect visibility in the Class I areas and support the
findings of their expert analysis. We ask that you fulfill EPA’s obligations under the Clean Air Act and
protect the air resources of America’s most treasured landscapes by taking the following seven steps.

1. National Consistency for Regional Haze Plans
In promulgating rulemakings for Regional Haze SIPs or FIPs, EPA should ensure a strong
degree of national consistency in determining BART for eligible sources. Until now, almost all
retrofits to existing coal-fired electric generating units (EGUs) have occurred in the eastern
U.S. in response to programs designed to reduce acid rain and ozone. To achieve the Clean Air
Act’s Regional Haze goals and to ensure nation-wide consistency with the Regional Haze Rule,
EPA should require all states to meet the most stringent BART emission limits as more fully
discussed below.

2. Selective Catalytic Reduction to Control Emissions of Nitrogen Oxides
In addition to combustion controls, EPA should presumptively favor Selective Catalytic
Reduction (SCR) as the appropriate BART control for the emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOXx)
from existing EGUs. SCR is cost-efficient, technically feasible and reduces emissions 90% or
better, which far exceeds the capabilities of other available NOx control technologies. SCR also
has the co-benefit of enhancing reduction of mercury emissions. As of 2008, 208 coal-fired
boilers operated SCR systems, including 37 retrofits that achieved annual emission rates below
.05Ib/mmBtu. Since 2008, an additional 61 facilities have installed or are planning to install
SCR.

Some states have determined recently that SCR is BART for coal-fired boilers. For example,
the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WYDEQ) determined that a 0.07
Ib/mmBtu NOx emission limit, premised on the installation of SCR, was BART at PacifCorp’s
coal-burning Naughton Unit 3 (330 megawatts). The South Dakota Department of Environment
and Natural Resources proposed a BART-based NOx emissions limit of 0.101b/mmBtu,
premised on the installation of SCR at Otter Tail Power’s coal-burning Big Stone Unit 1 (475
megawatt cyclone furnace).’

Conversely, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency determined that a NOx emission limit of
0.151b/mmBtu, twice that of the Wyoming unit, satisfied BART. In the Minnesota example,

! Consistent with BART Guidelines, these are 30-day rolling averages.



the state only proposed low-NOx burners and over-fire air for Unit 1 (690 megwatts) and Unit
2 (683 megawatts) at Xcel’s Sherburne coal plant. Both of the larger Sherburne units are
similar in design and burn coal like that used at the Wyoming PacifiCorp plant. While the NOx
limit at the Wyoming plants should be even more stringent, the contrast between state BART
determinations for similar EGUs burning similar fuels is striking.

BART determinations are to be the result of the five factor analysis which considers the (1)
costs of compliance, (2) energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance, (3)
any existing pollution control technology in use at the source, (4) remaining useful life of the
source, and (5) degree of visibility improvement which may reasonably be anticipated from the
use of BART.

BART determinations are to be source-specific and the result of the five factor analysis, and
SCR emerges as the best available retrofit technology for NOx capable of meaningfully
improving visibility while weighing the other factors in the analysis. In some cases, SCR is the
only available technology that is capable of reducing NOx emissions from EGUs that burn low-
grade fuel inherently high in NOx emissions and that are inherently difficult to control with
other available technologies, such as combustion controls and Selective Non-Catalytic
Reduction (SNCR) (e.g. Four Corners Power Plant Unit 4 and Unit 5, Leland Olds Unit 2, and
Milton R. Young Units 1 and 2). Therefore, EPA must require revisions to SIPs, including
Minnesota’s, or issue FIPs to incorporate requirements for the installation of SCR with limits of
0.06 or lower on BART-eligible coal-fired EGUs. In addition, we note that changes to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone and NOx will soon be in place and that the
installation of SCR on the country’s aging coal plants provides an immediate route to help
attain these standards.

3. Adopting Presumptive BART Limits Does Not Provide Refuge from the Required Five-
Factor BART Analysis

Presumptive BART limits are intended as guideposts, not de facto standards suitable for
adoption by all BART-eligible sources. Conducting a comprehensive five step BART analysis
is an exercise critical to ensuring that a source will appropriately control its pollution and that a
region will make reasonable progress towards meeting national visibility goals. While
presumptive limits may be deemed as BART, they are the floor, not the ceiling. Presumptive
limits may be BART, but only after a thorough analysis shows no more stringent limit is
achievable.

The North Dakota Department of Health (NDDH) proposed sulfur dioxide (SO2) BART limits
for Leland Olds Units 1 and 2, Milton R Young Unit 2, and Coal Creek Units 1 and 2 of 0.15
Ib/mmBtu. While NDDH purported to do a case-by-case evaluation of BART for each EGU, it
appeared that the case-by-case analyses were simply written to support the imposition of EPA’s
presumptive BART limits rather than to truly reflect the best level of continuous SO2 emission
reduction at each EGU.

Colorado has explicitly stated that it considers presumptive BART to represent BART.

2 30-day rolling average, equivalent to 0.05 Ib/mmBtu on an annual average.



EPA’s BART guidelines include presumptive BART emission limits for EGUs which were
based on EPA’s broad review of the control technologies and emission limits that could be met
cost effectively at a wide range of coal-fired power plants. The presumptive BART limits
developed by the previous administration did not consider impacts on visibility and typically
were set at the least-stringent end of the range of potential limits. In addition, the cost
thresholds used to support those limits were far below the costs generally accepted in Best
Available Control Technology Analyses.

EPA’s presumptive BART limits do not negate the need for a state to determine BART for each
BART-eligible source on a case-by-case basis through a five factor analysis. As indicated
above, however, the facts do not support a BART level any less protective than SCR for NOx.

4. Cumulative Impact and Benefit Must be Considered as Part of Fifth Step in BART

Analysis
The cumulative impact of a source’s emissions on visibility as well as the cumulative benefit of

emission reductions must be considered as part of the fifth step in the BART analysis. In this
regard we support the National Park Service’s reasoning as articulated in the agency’s
comments on Salt River Project’s proposed BART determination for Navajo Generating
Station, July 24, 2009:

...[I]t is appropriate to consider both the degree of visibility improvement in a given
Class I area as well as the cumulative effects of improving visibility across all of the
Class I areas affected. It simply does not make sense to use the same metric to evaluate
the effects of reducing emissions from a BART source that impacts only the one Class I
area as for a BART source that impacts multiple Class I areas. And, it does not make
sense to evaluate impacts at one Class I area, while ignoring others that are similarly
significantly impaired. If we look at only the most-impacted Class I area, we ignore that
the other Class I areas are all suffering from impairment to visibility “caused” by the
BART source. It follows that, if emissions from the BART source are reduced, the
benefits will be spread well beyond only the most impacted Class I area, and this must
be accounted for.

For example, emissions from the TransAlta coal plant in Centralia, Washington cause or
contribute to approximately 33 deciviews® of visibility impairment across a dozen Class I areas
including Mount Rainier and Olympic national parks and the Columbia River Gorge.
Analyzing visibility impairment as isolated occurrences in each protected airshed, Mount
Rainier would be the most impacted with nearly 5 deciviews of impairment caused by the
TransAlta plant. While a 5 deciview impairment is excessive, it represents only a fraction of the
total visibility impairment caused by this plant. TransAlta believes that SCR would improve
visibility at Mount Rainier by over 2 deciviews. The Park Service estimates this amount would

3 Deciview means a measurement of visibility impairment. A deciview is a haze index derived from calculated light
extinction, such that uniform changes in haziness correspond to uniform incremental changes in perception across the entire
range of conditions from pristine to highly impaired. 40 CFR 51.301 A single source that is responsible for a 1.0 deciview
change or more is considered to cause visibility impairment while a source that is responsible for a 0.5 deciview change is
considered to contribute to visibility impairment. EPA 450/3-80-009b, “Guidelines for Determining Best Available
Retrofit Technology for Coal-Fired Power Plants and Other Existing Stationary Facilities” (November 1980).



be greater, but also points out that SCR would improve visibility at all dozen Class I areas and
Columbia River Gorge by 14 deciviews. The cost of SCR should be evaluated in the context of
the cumulative visibility improvement of 14 deciviews, not simply the 2 deciview improvement
at Mount Rainier.

Other examples of power plants with double-digit cumulative visibility impacts include:
Portland General Electric’s Boardman Plant (Oregon), Arizona Public Service Company’s Four
Corners Power Plant (New Mexico), PacifiCorp’s Jim Bridger Plant (Wyoming), Basin Electric
Power’s Leland Olds Plant (North Dakota), Minnkota Power Cooperatives’ Milton R. Young
Plant (North Dakota), Salt River Project’s Navajo Generating Station (Arizona), and Public
Service Company of New Mexico’s San Juan Generating Station (New Mexico).

Failing to account for a source’s cumulative impairment and the cumulative pollution control
benefit would result in a failure to acknowledge the regional approach to reducing haze. We
urge EPA to ensure that BART analyses are inclusive of cumulative impacts and benefits that

reflect the degree of visibility improvement which may reasonably be anticipated from the use
of BART.

S. Consideration of Dollars-per-Deciview Cost Assessment Approach ,
While the BART guidelines provide several cost assessment techniques, we urge EPA to

consider the dollars-per-deciview approach as an important supplementary method for
analyzing cost effectiveness. The dollars-per-deciview approach accounts for the total annual
pollution control cost divided by the Vlslblllty improvement as measured in deciviews where
v131b111ty improvement is the average 98" percentile visibility improvement at a Class I area, or
if rev1ew1ng a polluting source within the airshed of multiple Class I areas, each Class I area’s
98™ percentile improvement value would be added together to assess cumulative deciview
benefit.

The dollars-per-deciview approach directly accounts for the anticipated cost of achieving the
objectives of the Regional Haze rule. As the BART program has evolved, the Federal Land
Managers (FLM), as well as some states including Alaska, Massachusetts, North Dakota,
Oregon and South Dakota, have developed and applied this approach since 2006. No other
approach that incorporates an assessment of visibility improvements has proven to be as widely
used by government. Accordingly, this FLM and state relied-on method of analysis, when
properly and rationally applied, is entitled to deference and should be supported by EPA.

This approach is particularly illuminating for BART-¢ligible facilities such as the Four Corners
Power Plant, which is located within the airshed of 16 Class I areas, causing an overall
visibility impact between 25-46 deciviews®, including impairment at Mesa Verde and Grand
Canyon national parks. When controlling for nitrogen oxides, for example, and considering the
source’s combined impact over all Class I areas, the costs of low-NOx burners, over-fire air
and SCR is $4.9 - $6.6 million/dv for all units at the Four Corners Power Plant, according to

* APS estimates visibility impact to be 25 deciview, while the National Park Service shows visibility impacts to exceed 46
deciviews.



the National Park Service.’ Typical NOx control costs for a facility that impacts one Class I
area is $10-20 million/dv, with a maximum of approximately $50 million/dv proposed by
Colorado at the Martin Drake power plant.® The National Park Service has stated that post
combustion controls and SCR at this facility would result in better than 27 deciviews of
visibility improvement (compared to the 46 deciviews impact the Park Service assesses the
current impact to be).

6. Enforceable Retirement Schedules and Interim BART Emission Limits
A stand-alone commitment to retire a BART-eligible facility without interim BART emission
limits in a timeframe which exceeds the five-year BART implementation schedule is an
unacceptable substitute for a BART determination. EPA’s regulations require implementation
of BART within five years, and should a facility commit to shutdown after the five-year mark,
interim BART emission limits are necessary to ensure appropriate reductions, and associated
benefit, occur within the Regional Haze schedule for implementing BART. Moreover, a
commitment to shutdown a facility as BART or otherwise part of a state’s plan to make
reasonable progress must be incorporated into a state’s Regional Haze SIP and otherwise made
enforceable.

Illustrative of this issue is Portland General Electric, which has proposed retiring the Boardman
plant by 2020 without additional SO, pollution controls in the interim. In 2008 alone,
Boardman’s emissions included 11,314 tons of sulfur dioxide and 8,733 tons of nitrogen
oxides. Emissions from the Boardman coal plant impair visibility in 14 Class I areas, including
Mount Rainier and North Cascades national parks. To allow a facility to emit this quantity of
visibility impairing pollutants for the next ten years runs counter to the intent of the Regional
Haze Rule and BART program. Therefore any commitment to retire a BART-eligible facility
must either: (1) be achieved in the five year BART compliance timeframe, or (2) if the
retirement commitment is greater than five years it must be accompanied by sufficient interim
emissions reductions (through controls, partial retirement, and/or nearby emissions offsets).

7. Attaining the Goal of Natural Visibility Conditions by 2064

The Regional Haze program is intended to restore visibility in Class I areas to “natural
conditions,” which is defined by EPA as visibility in the absence of impairment from manmade
air pollution, by 2064. State, tribal or federal reasonable progress goals are to provide for a rate
of improvement sufficient to be on a glide path to attain natural visibility conditions by 2064.
Unfortunately, many states are not on schedule to meet the glide paths to natural conditions.
EPA must require that the glide path and reasonable progress goals be reconfigured to ensure
that the 2064 visibility goal is attained.

5 See National Park Service (NPS) comments on comments on Arizona Public Service (APS)’s Proposed Best Available
Retrofit Technology (BART) Determination for Four Corners Power Plant (FCPP) (November 20, 2009).

¢ See USDA Forest Service Technical Comments: Four Corners Power Plant BART (March 19, 2009); See also 2009 NPS
comments on APS’s Proposed BART for FCPP at 12.

"1d.



Several states provide startling examples of the problem. If, for example, the state of Minnesota
is to remain on its currently scheduled glide path, visibility impacts at Voyageurs National Park
would not be eliminated until 2177 — or 113 years after the 2064 goal. According to the
proposed Texas SIP, visibility at Big Bend National Park will not be restored until 2155.
Washington State has proposed a SIP that will take 323 years to reach the visibility goal at
Olympic and 86 years at Mt. Rainier, and yet the SIP contains no BART actual reductions® and
only minor reductions (at the Tesoro refinery) for Reasonable Progress. These dates make a
mockery of the Regional Haze program and show blatant disregard for Regional Haze
regulations.

To further illustrate the issue; if Minnesota’s current rate of progress goals are to remain
without revision, in 2018 the 20% worst visibility days at Voyageurs will still suffer an 18.9
deciview impact; by 2064 that impact would be reduced by only an additional 2.6 deciviews. If
the state is permitted to maintain this course, by the year that natural visibility conditions are to
be attained, impairment at Voyageurs will still exceed the visibility goal by over 4-times the
threshold. While the Regional Haze program allows for adjustment of the glide path, it is not
realistic or appropriate to expect a very shallow starting glide path to suddenly become steep in
order to meet the 2064 goal. As noted by the National Park Service in its comments on the
Minnesota Regional Haze SIP, additional measures are reasonably available that would allow
Minnesota to more expeditiously achieve the visibility goal for Voyageurs. It is now the
responsibility of EPA to ensure that those reasonable measures are implemented.

In addition to the above recommendations, we urge EPA to ensure full compliance with all other
requirements for Regional Haze plans, and to ensure that such plans fulfill the letter and purpose of the
Regional Haze program.

Information Request

Would you kindly describe to us how EPA intends to meet the January 15, 2011 deadline (see, 74 Fed.
Reg. 2392, January 15, 2009) by providing the following information:

1. A list of all states that have submitted proposed Regional Haze SIPs to EPA.

2. Alist of all states for which a proposed Regional Haze SIP approval/disapproval or a
proposed FIP has been published in the federal register.

3. The date or dates by which a proposed Regional Haze SIP approval or FIP must be
published in the federal register in order for a final FIP or SIP approval to be promulgated by
January 15, 2011.

4. The date or dates on which EPA intends to submit to the federal register a proposed
Regional Haze SIP or FIP for each state for which a proposed SIP approval or FIP has not
already been published.

¥ The Flex-Fuel project at TransAlta’s coal-fired power plant in Centralia, Washington is a fuel-switch driven by economic
factors and the additional NOx controls at the LaFarge cement plant result for a separate EPA enforcement action.



In conclusion, our organizations represent hundreds of thousands of people throughout the
nation that care deeply about protecting the air quality in our national parks and wilderness areas. The
Regional Haze Rule and BART program provide a substantial and unique set of opportunities to
reduce air pollution. We believe that the will of Congress to protect the air quality in these treasured
landscapes and restore visibility in their airsheds must be honored. We strongly encourage the
Environmental Protection Agency to consider the above recommendations and require substantial
reductions in haze-causing pollutants and otherwise advance measures that will improve regional

visibility.

Sincerely, A

2

S%phanie Kodish

Clean Air Counsel

National Parks Conservation Association
706 Walnut Street, Suite 200

Knoxville, TN 37902

865.329.2424

skodish@npca.org

Mark Riskedahl

Executive Director

Northwest Environmental Defense Center
10015 SW Terwilliger Blvd.

Portland, OR 97219

Office: 503.768.6673

Cell: 503.750.5533

Mike Costa

Our Children's Earth Foundation
3701 Sacramento St. #194

San Francisco, CA 94118
mike@ocefoundation.org]

Bruce Pendery

Wyoming Outdoor Council
444 East 800 North

Logan, UT 84321
(435)-752-2111

Shannon Anderson

Powder River Basin Resource Council
934 N. Main St., Sheridan, WY 82801
307-672-5809 cell: 307-763-1816
sanderson@powdetriverbasin.org

Frank Rambo

Senior Attorney

Southern Environmental Law Center
201 West Main St., Ste. 14
Charlottesville VA 22902

(434) 244-5372

frambo@selcva.org

Mike Eisenfeld

New Mexico Energy Coordinator
San Juan Citizens Alliance

108 North Behrend, Suite I
Farmington, New Mexico 87401
office 505 325-6724

cell 505 360-8994
meisenfeld@frontier.net

Kathy Van Dame, Policy Coordinator
Wasatch Clean Air Coalition

1148 East 6600 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84121
(801)261-5989 dvd.kvd@juno.com

Nicole Shalla

Staff Attorney

Plains Justice

100 First Street SW, Suite 201
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404
nshalla@plainsjustice.org




Joro Walker

Director Utah Office

Western Resource Advocates

150 South 600 East, Ste 2A

Salt Lake City, Utah 84102
801.487.9911

email: jwalker@westernresources.org

Holly Bressett
Project Attorney

Sierra Club Environmental Law Program

85 Second St., 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 977-5646 (phone)
(415) 977-5793 (fax)

Kai Reed

Administrative Director
Citizens for Dixie's Future
435.674.5376
kai(@citizensfordixie.or

Justine Thompson

Executive Director

GreenLaw

State Bar of Georgia Building
104 Marietta St. NW, Suite 430
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

(404) 659-3122

jthompson@green-law.org

Elizabeth Crowe

Director

Kentucky Environmental Foundation
P.O. Box 467

CC:

Lisa Jackson, Administrator

United States Environmental Protection
Agency

Ariel Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Mail Code: 1101A

Washington, DC 20460

Berea, KY 40403
elizabeth@cewwg.org
Tel: 859-986-0868

Jeremy Nichols

Climate and Energy Program Director
WildEarth Guardians

1536 Wynkoop, Suite 301 - Denver, CO 80202
303-573-4898 x 1303
www.wildearthguardians.org

Mary Winston Marrow

Staff Attorney

Minnesota Center for Environmental Advocacy
26 E Exchange Street, Suite 206

St. Paul, MN 55101

(651) 223-5969

Cory Counard MacNulty

Executive Director

Voyageurs National Park Association
126 N. Third St, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55401

P: 612-333-5424

C: 612-720-1385

Mark Trechock

Staff Director

Dakota Resource Council
P. O. Box 1095

Dickinson ND 58602-1095
(701) 483-2851

Secretary Ken Salazar

Assistant Secretary Tom Strickland
Deputy Assistant Will Shafroth
Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, N.W.

Washington DC 20240



Secretary Tom Vilsack
U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, DC 20250

Curt Spalding, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency - Region 1
5 Post Office Square - Suite 100

Boston, MA 02109-3912

Judith A. Enck, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency — Region 2
290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Shawn M. Garvin, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency —Region 3
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

A. Stanley Meiburg, Acting Regional
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency —Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-3104

Bharat Mathur, Acting Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency — Region 5
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604-3507

Al Armendariz, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency — Region 6
Fountain Place 12th Floor, Suite 1200

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Karl Brooks, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency — Region 7
901 North Sth Street

Kansas City, KS 66101

Carol Rushin, Acting Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency — Region 8
1595 Wynkoop St.

Denver, CO 80202-1129

Jared Blumenfeld, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency —Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dennis McLerran, Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency —Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900

Seattle, WA 98101

Sandra V. Silva, Chief

Branch of Air Quality

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

7333 W. Jefferson Avenue, Suite 375
Lakewood, Colorado 80235

Chris Shaver, Chief
Air Resources Division
National Park Service
PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225

Ann Acheson, Air Program Manager
Branch of Air Quality

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USDA Forest Service, Region 9
27750 State Route 7

Marietta, OH 45750-9740



